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Before The
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 02554

In the Matter of

Equal Access and Interconnection
Obligations Pertaining to Commercial
Mobile Radio Service Providers

)
)

Interconnection Between Local Exchange )
Carriers and Commercial Mobile Radio )
Service Providers )

)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 95-185

RESPONSIVE COMMENTS OF TIlE WFSTLINK COMPANY ("WFSTLINK")

I.

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Westlink's initial Comments herein argued that "bill and keep" may be an

appropriate form of mutual compensation as between LECs and two-way CMRS providers. For

one-way CMRS providers, however, "bill and keep" in no way complies with the mutual

compensation rule, since the LEes would bill and keep all the money, while the paging carriers

continue to do much of the work.

While there may have been some debate as to whether prior pronouncements in favor of

mutual compensation applied to intrastate traffic - and Westlink believes that they did so apply -

there is no question about the impact of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("Act of 1996").
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The Act of 1996 (sections 251b(5), 252d(2)(A)(i» makes "mutual compensation" mandatory,

unless the parties mutyaJly agree otherwise.

LEe respondents agree - albeit sotto Voce. Pacific Bell, for example, concedes that

mutual compensation is the law of the land, and that current LEe/CMRS agreements must be

renegotiated. (pacific Comments at p.iii). But like its sister companies, Pacific Bell advances

every conceivable reason for delaying the inevitable. The LEes focus particularly on the

"unfairness" of "bill and keep" as it would apply to two-way CMRS providers, claiming that the

current 75:25 ratio of mobile-originated to land-originated calls would wreak havoc if the LECs

were forced to terminate mobile-originated calls without charge.

What the LEes overlook is that every argument advanced by them against "bill and keep"

in a two-way context argues for the immediate implementation of mutual compensation in the

paging context. One hundred percent of paKioK traffic is completed on CMRS systems. Nearly

all of this traffic is billed by the LECs to their own subscribers at rates which assume that the

LEe is performing the termination function, even though the paging carrier is responsible for

transporting and for terminating these calls. The LECs themselves collect from IXCs, CMRS

providers, and competitive local carriers ("CLCs") when they perform these functions. The Act

of 1996 now makes it clear beyond question that the compensation ought to go the other way

when the traffic is reversed.

Consistent with its initial Comments, Westlink will focus on the LECs with which it must

deal in the western states. It will examine the responses of each (Section II) and will touch on

the jurisdictional issues raised by nearly all parties (Section ill), before concluding with an
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appeal for immediate action by this Commission to redress the longstanding inequality imposed

by LEes and !XCs on the paging industry.

ll.

THE LEes CONFIRM THAT EXISTING ARRANGEMENTS DO
NOT PBOVIDE MUTUAL COMPENSATION TO CMRS PROVIDERS

A. Pacific Bell:

Pacific Bell claims to support mutual compensation, and at p.5 of its Comments repeats,

with approval, this Commission's rule:

"This principle requires LECs to compensate CMRS providers for
the reasonable costs incurred by such providers in terminating
traffic that originates on LEe facilities. Similarly, CMRS
providers are required to provide such compensation to LECs in
connection with wireless originated traffic terminating on LEe
facilities. "

Having agreed that "change is needed in the framework for LEC to CMRS interconnection",

Pacific Bell proceeds to invoke every conceivable reason for avoiding change. For example:

• "The recent enactment of the... [Act of 1996] has removed the legal basis

of this proceeding... " Pacific Comments at p. 1.

• "It will take time to implement the change from our existing arrangements

to Mutual Compensation because we anticipate that our end users will face rate revisions ... "

Pacific Comments at p. 7.

• "Existing arrangements are reasonable ... " Pacific Comments at p. 26.

• "There is no urgency to revise these arrangements." Pacific Comments

at p. 8.

K:\DlI206OO\FCCOJ.OIBN.BRF 4



• ItThe Commission should...[allow] existing contractual arrangements for

LEC-to-CMRS interconnection to stay in place for the duration of the contracts." Pacific

Comments at p. 25.

• ItNo complaints have been filed against us concerning these arrangements

before either this Commission or the state commissions. It Pacific Comments at p. 27.

What is most interesting is what Pacific Bell does nQt say. In baldly stating that the Act

of 1996 renders this proceeding moot, Pacific blithely ignores the fact that the Act makes

"mutual compensation" the law for both intrastate and interstate traffic. See Act of 1996, §251.

The Act also endows this Commission with the responsibility to promulgate particular guidelines

for implementing Itmutual compensation" and the other interconnect-related provisions of the

Act. See Act of 1996, § 251 d(I). Far from rendering this proceeding irrelevant, the Act of

1996 gives it new, and critical, importance.

Pacific says little about its recently negotiated contract with Metropolitan Fiber Systems

("MFS"). See Westlink's initial Comments at p. 11; NPRM at note 71. Given that Pacific has

now conceded the appropriateness of a $0.075 - $0.087 termination charge for traffic exchanged

between it and MFS, how can it rationally deny the same compensation to paging carriers when

they terminate the calls placed by Pacific's customers?

Indeed, while Pacific is quite vocal about the alleged characteristics of cellular traffic,

it is conspicuously reticent about the nature of paging traffic. Pacific says nothing about the fact

that 100% of paging calls are revenue producing to Pacific, even though they are terminated on

CMRS systems. For Pacific does "bill and keep" for these calls. Pacific's rates are calculated

by reference to state approved tariffs which assume full performance by the LEe of origination,
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transport, and termination functions. While Pacific freely and repeatedly predicts utter

catastrophe if it is forced to terminate mobile originated calls without additional compensation,

it says nothing about the fact that paging carrier for decades have been completing land

originated calls - and have been paying Pacific for the privilege of doing so.

Then there are the matters about which Pacific is either very misleading or flatly wrong.

Two examples should suffice. Pacific implies that its existing interconnection arrangements are

based on a long run incremental cost ("LRIC") analysis. (pacific Comments at pp. 44-48). Yet

by order of the California Public Utilities Commission ("CPUC"), current paging interconnection

cost studies must be based on direct embedded costs ("DEC"). CPUC Decision 92-01-016.

Given the universal support in this proceeding for LRIC as the appropriate measure, this fact

alone argues for an immediate revision of Pacific's current rates. See NPRM paragraphs 47 m

•. Pacific also says that there have been no complaints against it at the CPUC relating to its

CMRS interconnect regime. (pacific Comments at p.27) The statement is simply untrue.

Without even mentioning past disputes, the fact is that at least a half dozen parties have protested

the tariffs filed by Pacific in response to the CPUC's Order. See CPUC D.94-Q4-085 and

proceedings in connection with Pacific's Application 92-06-009. These protests have never been

resolved, and the current interconnection arrangements are by their terms - as well as by order

of the CPUC - interim in nature.

This brings Westlink to Pacific's most egregious attempt to mislead. Pacific implies that

California's paging carriers have five-year contracts with Pacific, and that these contracts must

remain in effect irrespective of the Act of 1996, and the outcome of this proceeding. See

Pacific's Comments at p. 108.
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The fact is that existing arrangements are by their terms provisional:

"Pacific offers to provide the services described herein pursuant to
this Agreement unless or until a government agency of competent
jurisdiction rules to the contrary or until such time as Pacific has
effective tariffs on file with the California PUC ... " See Paging
and Mobile Interconnection Agreement, p. 2, attached hereto as
Exhibit A.

The above language stems from continuing disputes between Pacific and the CMRS

industry, both one-way and two-way, over questions like NXX charges, routing and rating

procedures, mutual code recognition, and mutual compensation. All of these disputes are

described in extensive filings at the CPUC. The reference to "five-year contracts" is also

misleading. While there is a five-year pricing option available to paging carriers, very few

entities have availed themselves of the option, and .all paging companies have signed agreements

subject to the qualifying language quoted above.

Westlink takes particular notice of the letter from Mr. D. M. Byrkit sent to various

cellular carriers on March 1, 1996, and attached as Exhibit A to Pacific's Comments. Mr.

Byrkit, who is Vice President of Pacific's Industry Markets Group (Wireless Carriers), states

that Pacific favors a mutual compensation approach, and that "we recognize that our existing

wireless connection agreements will require changes to meet this goal." On or about the same

time, Pacific stated publicly in several forums that existing LM-2 and LP-2 arrangements would

no longer be honored by Pacific due to the advent of resellers and other CLCs which will

assumedly capture the loyalty of many Pacific subscribers whose calls are now routed and rated

pursuant to Pacific's existing CMRS interconnect agreements.

It is unfortunate that Mr. Byrkit's letter was not sent to representatives of the paging

industry, which, if anything, have far more to be aggrieved about with regard to the status quo.
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The fact is that mutual compensation is now the law of the land. The fact is that the conceptual

underpinning for existing tandem interconnect arrangements - that Pacific has the power to direct

calls from all telephone numbers in specified NXXs - is no longer the case. The fact is that

existing arrangement must be revised, and that one-way carriers in particular are entitled to new

contracts.

B. US WEST:

US WEST is far more ambiguous in its endorsement of mutual compensation. At p. 20

of its Comments, US WEST states that:

"It bears remembering at the outset that the Commission's mutual
compensation rule applies to interstate traffic only. In this regard,
the Commission reaffirmed only last year that it has IlQ jurisdiction
over LEC-CMRS intrastate traffic [emphasis in original]."

Westlink does not agree that the Commission's mutual compensation rule was ever

confined to interstate traffic. Even prior to the Act of 1996, CMRS providers had a right to fair

and reasonable interconnection. 47 U.S.C. §201; NPRM paragraph 14. They also had a

statutory right to non-discriminatory interconnection terms. Where LECs insist on being paid

for terminating CMRS-originated calls, the rule of reason, as well as the anti-discrimination

provisions of the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. §201) require comparable treatment

when CMRS providers terminate land originated calls. The same is true, a fortiorari, when

carriers like Pacific Bell and Ameritech enter into mutual compensation arrangements with other

telecommunications service providers. If Pacific Bell and MFS compensate each other for

exchanging traffic, the CMRS carriers have a right, even under the law before 1996, to
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comparable arrangements when they perform comparable functions. 1 See NPRM at paragraph

21.

Moreover, regardless of what the rule was prior to 1996, the Act of 1996 has totally

changed the landscape. Under §252(d)(2), mutual compensation is the standard for all

interconnect arrangements, and under §251(d)(I) , this Commission has the obligation to

implement the legislation's direction. The issue, in other words, is not whether US WEST was

obligated to provide mutual compensation in the past, but is rather whether it is now required

to provide it under §252(d)(2).

US WEST does not deny that it has declined in the past to enter into mutual

compensation arrangements, offering as justification that "only one CMRS provider ... ever filed

a complaint about the absence of mutual compensation." For the present, US WEST in fact

quotes §252(d)(2), stating that the Section "requires mutual compensation for all ~

interconnection arrangements between co-carriers [emphasis added]." The implication seems

to be that existing agreements are somehow exempt from the Act of 1996, and that US WEST

for this or other reasons ought to be relieved of its statutory obligation to enter into mutual

compensation arrangements.

The argument here becomes somewhat hard to follow. US WEST states more than once

that its present arrangements with CMRS carriers (under which the money only goes in one

direction) are enormously profitable, and that its end users will suffer if they are changed. US

WEST also seems to contend that interconnection rights are more valuable to small carriers than

1 In this regard, Westlink agrees with US WEST that "functionally equivalent services...
should be available [as between connecting carriers] at the same prices." US WEST Comments
at page v.
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to large ones, and that smaller entities ought therefore to pay more than larger ones for services

that are functionally the same.

The fact is, of course, that Congress, if anything, has imposed greater obligations on

LEes than on small carriers. See for example Act of 1996, §251(c)(b). It is also the fact that

Congress has made no distinction between the two categories when it comes to mutual

compensation. The fact - as US WEST concedes - is that in an interconnection context, .all

carriers represent an access bottleneck to each other. The cooperation of ill carriers is

accordingly necessary for the functioning of the public switched network.

US WEST must take the good with the bad. Talk of "investor expectations" (US WEST

Comments at p. v) and lost income must be balanced against the very real benefits which US

WEST receives from an interconnected PSTN in general, and from the Act of 1996 specifically.

If US WEST may charge 2.45 cents per minute for terminating CMRS-originated calls on a

Type 2A basis, and 2.06 cents on a Type 2B basis, fairness - and the law - require equivalent

payments by US WEST when its subscribers call paging numbers.

C. GENERAL TELEPHONE ("GTE"):

GTE (at p. iv of its Comments) urges a "rational pricing structure which permits every

carrier to recover the costs of terminating traffic from the parties which originate it". Having

begun in this reasonable manner, GTE proceeds to urge every conceivable reason for the

Commission to avoid putting such a rational pricing structure into place. For example, GTE

wishes to terminate this proceeding, and to reconsider CMRS/LEC issues in connection with

"broader and more far-reaching changes". (GTE Comments at p.4). There are even references

to GTE's allegedly constitutional right to retain the status quo. (GTE Comments at pp.13-14).
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However, certain things cannot be avoided. GTE concedes its obligation under the Act

of 1996 to "establish reciprocal compensation arrangements for the transport and termination of

telecommunications". §251(b)(5). GTE Comments at p. 8. It also concedes this Commission's

role under §251(d)(1) to establish basic regulations regarding the interconnection requirements

of the Act of 1996. !d. Finally, GTE acknowledges the congressional directive that for

interconnection arrangement to be just and reasonable, they must include a provision for "the

mutual and reciprocal recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the transport and

termination on each carrier's network facilities of calls that originate on the network facilities

of the other carrier ... " Act of 1996, §252(d)(2)(A). GTE Comments at p.9.

These concessions made, GTE focuses on "bill and keep" as its would apply to two-way

CMRS providers and strenuously argues that the Act of 1996 does not permit the Commission

at this time to mandate bill and keep. But, in its eagerness to defeat "bill and keep", GTE

effectively concedes the essentials of Westlink's argument as to the one-way industry. Mutual

compensation is now a matter of law. Whatever the extent of the states' jurisdiction, they may

not approve (unless by the mutual consent of the parties) aIll interconnect regime which denies

mutual compensation to CMRS providers. Paging carriers are CMRS providers. Paging

carriers are not now being paid for the same functions which, performed by LECs, have entitled

them to substantial compensation. All of this being true, this Commission has the power to

declare that the existing arrangements between LECs and one-way CMRS providers are

unlawful, and that they must be replaced by an acceptable form of mutual compensation as soon

as practicable.
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ID.

CMBS/JXC RELATIONSHIPS

The NPRM at paragraph 116 properly (though tentatively) concluded that CMRS

providers should recover access charges from IXCs when they perform functions that are

analogous to those of the LECs. The anti-discrimination provisions of the Act of 1996,

combined with the present access charge regime for LECs, the similarity of the end office and

other functions performed by CMRS carriers, and the erosion of the distinction between LECs

and IXCs all argue for equal treatment by IXCs of CMRS providers.

MCI agrees in principle, but argues disingenuously (at p. 16 of its Comments) that

CMRS providers should not be compensated by the IXC where they receive compensation for

airtime from their own subscribers. Of course, .all CMRS providers bill their customers directly

or indirectly for airtime ----- airtime is after all their stock in trade. This does not take away

from the fact that paging carriers in particular assume IXC functions when they terminate calls

originated by IXC customers. The law mandates mutual compensation in such circumstances;

it does not permit the originating carrier to escape its obligation to pay CMRS providers when

they accept and terminate calls from IXCs by inquiring into the costs which a particular CMRS

rate is designed to recover. Paging service in most cases is flat-rated which means that the

carrier will not generally recover additional subscriber revenues when it accepts and terminates

calls from IXCs.

Westlink agrees with the Personal Communications Industry Association ("PCIA") insofar

as it distinguishes the situation where the paging carrier is directly connected with the IXC from

that where the connection occurs through an LEC. In the latter case, access charges should be
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shared by the LEe and the paging carrier. In the direct connect situation, the charge should be

paid directly to the CMRS provider.

IV.

CONCLUSION

There is no longer any question. The Act of 1996 has made mutual compensation

mandatory, and has recognized "bill and keep" as a viable alternative for achieving the mutual

compensation goal. The Act does not, however, reg,uire "bill and keep" for all CMRS

providers. Indeed, such a rule for paging carriers would effectively strip them of their statutory

rights.

For reasons described here and in Westlink's initial Comments (pp. 19 ~. Bij.), this

Commission has the jurisdiction and responsibility (irrespective of subsidiary questions about

state jurisdiction) to impose a mutual compensation rule on LECs and IXCs when they terminate

their own traffic on one-way paging system. Given the long years of neglect by the landline

carriers of their duties in this regard, the Commission should act forthwith.

Respectfully submitted,
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of

PAGING AND MOBILE INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT

This AGREEMENT, dated , 1995 is by and between

PACIFIC BELL, a California corporation (hereinafter referred to

as ("Pacific") and , a

corporation, hereinafter referred to as ("Carrier").

WHEREAS, Pacific is a duly authorized carrier by wire and radio

engaged in providing telecommunications service in the State of

California; and

WHEREAS, Carrier holds authority from the Federal

Communications Commission and/or the California Public

Utilities Commission to provide paging and/or mobile services

in the State of California; and

WHEREAS, Pacific and Carrier have agreed to connect their

facilities and interchange traffic for the provision of through

communications service by means of facilities and services

which, in large part, are not presently tariffed; and

WHEREAS, Pacific and Carrier desire to enter into a mutually

beneficial arrangement which will permit Pacific to provide

interconnection facilities and services at cost-based rates and

under conditions as provided herein and in the Attachments

appended hereto.
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WHEREAS, Pacific offers to provide the services described

herein pursuant to this Agreement unless or until a

governmental agency of competent jurisdiction rules to the

contrary or unless or until such time as Pacific has

effective tariffs on file with the CAL. P.U.C. for all or

part of the services provided hereunder; and

WHEREAS, Pacific agrees, unless a governmental agency of

competent jurisdiction rules to the contrary, that the rates

and charges and terms and conditions for services provided

hereunder will not be less advantageous to Carrier than those

offered to any other paging and/or mobile communications radio

carrier for comparable interconnect agreements executed during

the term of this Agreement.

WHEREAS, During the life of this Agreement, should Pacific be

authorized by the CPUC to tariff Paging and/or Mobile service,

Pacific agrees to file a tariff that embodies the rates,

terms, and conditions represented within this Agreement.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises and the mutual

covenants and agreements herein contained, Pacific and Carrier

hereby covenant and agree as follows:

d

1. DEFINITIONS

For purposes of this Agreement and as used herein, the

terms set forth below shall be defined as follows:
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Phyllis Martin, hereby certify that copies of the foregoing Reply Comments of

The Westlink Company in CC Docket No. 95-185 have been served this 25th day of March,

1996, by first-class United States mail, postage prepaid, on the following parties listed on the

attached list.

Chairman Reed E. Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
Room 814
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

* Commissioner James H. Quello
Federal Communications Commission
Room 802
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

* Conupissioner Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
Room 826
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

* Commissioner Rachelle Chong
Federal Communications Commission
Room 826
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

* Commissioner Susan Ness
Federal Communications Commission
Room 832
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20054

* Hand-Served

* Michele C. Farquhar
Chief, Wireless Telecommunications
Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Room 5002
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

* Rosalind K. Allen
Associate Bureau Chief
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Room 5002
2025 M Street, N. W.
Washington, DC 20554

* Regina Keeney
Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
Room 500
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

* Richard K. Welch
Chief, Policy Division
Federal Communications Commission
Room 544
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554



* Jim Schlichting
Chief, Tariff Division
Federal Communications Commission
Room 518
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

International Transcription Services, Inc.
Suite 140
2100 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

360· COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY

Kevin e. Gallagher
Senior Vice President-General Counsel
and Secretary
3600 Communications Company
8725 Higgins Road
Chicago, n... 60631

AIRToUCH COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
David A. Gross
Kathleen Q. Abernathy
AirTouch Communications, Inc.
Suite 800
1818 N' Street, N,W.
Washington, DC 20036

AIRToUCH COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
Michael Mowery
Pamela Riley
AirTouch Communications, Inc.
One California Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

ALASKA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
James Rowe
Executive Director
Alaska Telephone Association
Suite 304
4341 B Street
Anchorage, AK 99503

* Hand-Served

ALASKA 3 CELLULAR CORPORATION D/B/A

CELLULARONE

Richard S. Myers
Myers Keller Communications Law Group
Suite 908
1030 15th Street, N.W,
Washington. DC :W005

ALLIANCE OF WIRELESS SERVICES

PROVIDERS

David L. Nace
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez, Chtd.
12th Floor
1111 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

ALLIED PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA

David M. Wilson, Esq.
Young, Vog1, Harlick, Wilson & Simpson,
L.L.P.
Suite 2500
425 California Street
San Francisco, CA 94104

ALLTEL CORPORATION
Glenn S. Rabin, Federal Regulatory Counsel
ALLTEL Corporate Services, Inc.
Suite 220
655 15th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

AMERICA'S CARRIERS

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION
Charles H. Helein
Helein & Associates, P.e.
Suite 700
8180 Greensboro Drive
McLean, VA 22102



AMERICAN PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

Anne Schelle, Vice President, External
Affairs
American Personal Communications
Suite 600
6901 Rockledge Drive
Bethesda, MD 20817

AMERICAN MOBILE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION,

INC.
Alan R. Shark
President
Elizabeth R. Sachs, Esq.
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
Suite 1200
1111 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

AMERICAN PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS
Jeffrey S. Linder
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

AMERITECH
Frank Michael Panek
Room 4H84
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025

ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY
James A. Crary
Senior Attorney
600 Telephone Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99503

ARCH COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, INC.
Carl W. Northrop
Christine M. Crowe
Paul Hastings
Janofsky &
Walker
10th Floor
1299 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

AT&T CORP.

Mark C. Rosenblum
Judy Sello
Room 324411
295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

AT&T CORP.
Scott K. Morris
Cathleen A. Massey
AT&T Wireless Services. Inc.
4th Floor
1150 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

AT&T CORP.
Howard J. Symons
Sara F. Seidman
Charon J. Harris
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris Glovsky &
Popeo, P.e.
Suite 900
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

BELL ATLANTIC NYNEX MOBILE, INC.
John T. Scott, ill
Crowell & Moring
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington. DC 20004-2595

BELL ATLANTIC
James G. Pachulski
Eighth Floor
1320 North Court House Road
Arlington, VA 22201

BELLSOUTH CORPORATION

John F. Beasley
William B. Barfield
Jim o. Llewellyn
Suite 1800
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30309-2641



BELLSOUTH CORPORATION

Charles P. Featherstun
David G. Richards
1133 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

CELLULAR TELECOMMUNICATIONS

INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
Philip L. Verveer
Jenifer A. Donaldson
Michael G. Jones
Thomas Jones
Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Suite 600
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036-3384

CELLULAR COMMUNICATIONS OF PuERTO

RICO,INC.
Jay L. Birnbaum
David H. Pawlik
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom
1440 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

CELLULAR MODll...E SYSTEMS OF ST.

CLOUD GENERAL PARTNERSHIP

Michael R. Bennet
Caressa D. Bennet
Bennet & Bennet, PLLC
Suite 200
1831 Ontario Place, N.W.
Washington, DC 20009

CELLULAR RESELLERS ASSOCIATION, INC.
Lewis J. Paper
David B. Jeppsen
Dickstein, Shapiro & Morin, L.L.P.
2101 L Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037-1526

CELLULAR TELECOMMUNICATIONS

INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION

Michael F. Altschul
Vice President. General Counsel
Randall S. Coleman
Vice President for Regulatory Policy and
Law
Cellular Telecommunications Industry
Association
Suite 200
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

CELPAGE, INC.

Frederick M. Joyce
Amy Brett
Joyce & Jacobs, Attys. at Law, LLP
14th Floor, PH-2
1019 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

CENTENNIAL CELLULAR CORP.

Richard Rubin
Steven N. Teplitz
Fleishman and Walsh, L.L.P.
Suite 600
1400 16th Street
Washington, DC 20036

CENTURY CELLUNET, INC.
Susan W. Smith, Director, External Affairs
Century Cellunet, Inc.
#4
3050 Summerhill
Texarkana, TX 75501

CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

William D. Baskett, ill
Thomas E. Taylor
David S. Bence
Frost & Jacobs
2500 PNC Center
201 East Fifth Street
Cincinnati,OH 45201-5715



CMT PARTNERS

Thomas Gutierrez
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez,
Chartered
Suite 1200
1111 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

CMT PARTNERS
Adam A. Andersen
Senior Counsel
CMT Partners
15th Floor
651 Gateway Boulevard
South San Francisco, CA 94080

COMCAST CORPORATION

Leonard 1. Kennedy
Laura H. Phillips
Peter A. Batacan
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson
Suite 800
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036-6802

CONCORD TELEPHONE COMPANY

Barry R. Rubens, Senior Vice President
Concord Telephone Company
68 Cabarrus Avenue East
Concord, NC 28026-0227

CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC

UTILITY CONTROL

Reginald J. Smith, Chairperson
Connecticut Department of Public Utility
Control
One Central Park Plaza
New Britain, CT 06051

Cox ENTERPRISES, INC.

Werner K. Hartenberger
Laura H. Phillips
Richard S. Denning
Christina H. Burrow
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson
Suite 800
1200 New Hampshire Avenue. N.W.
Washington. DC 20036-6802

FLORIDA CELLULAR RSA LIMITED

PARTNERSHIP

David L. Hill
Audrey P. Rasmussen
O'Connor & Hannan, L.L.P.
Suite 800
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006-3483

FRONTIER CORPORATION

Michael J. Shonley, ill
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Emily C. Hewitt
Vincent L. Crivella
Michael l. Ettner
lody B. Burton
General Services Administration
Room 4002
18th & F Streets, N.W.
Washington, DC 20405

GO COMMUNICATIONS

John A. Malloy
General Counsel
GO Communications
Suite 410
201 N. Union Street
Alexandria, VA 22314-2642

GTE SERVICE CORPORATION

Richard McKenna, HQE03J36
GTE Service Corporation
P. O. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092



GTE SERVICE CORPORATIOr-i

Andre J. Lachance
Suite 1200
1850 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

GTE SERVICE CORPORATION
Gail L. Polivy
Suite 1200
1850 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

HART ENGINEERS AND 21ST CENTURY

TELESIS, INC.
Robert A. Hart, IV
Hart Engineers
4615 North Boulevard
Baton Rouge, LA 70806

HOME TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC.
Michael S. Fox, Director, Regulatory Affairs
John Staurulakis, Inc.
6315 Seabrook Road
Seabrook, MD 20706

ICO GLOBAL COMMUNICATIONS
Cheryl A. Tritt
Stephen J. Kim
Morrison & Foerster, L.L.P.
Suite 5500
2000 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

ILLINOIS TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
John F. Tharp, Executive Vice President
Illinois Telephone Association
P. O. Box 730
300 East Monroe Street
Springfield, II... 62705

JOHN STAURULAKIS, INC.

Michael S. Fox, Director, Regulatory Affairs
John Staurulakis, Inc.
6315 Seabrook Road
Seabrook, MD 20706

LDDS WORLDCOM

Catherine R. Sloan
Richard L. Fruchterrnan
Richard S. Whitt
Worldcom, Inc.
d/b/a! LDDS WorldCom
Suite 400
1120 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS

CORPORATION

Larry A. Blosser
Donald J. Elardo
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

NATIONAL TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE

ASSOCIATION

David Cosson
L. Marie Guillory
Steven Watkins
2626 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

NATIONAL AssOCIATION OF REGULATORY

UTILITY COMMISSIONERS

Paul Rodgers
Charles D. Gray
James Bradford Ramsay
National Association of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners
1102 ICC Building
Post Office Box 684
Washington, DC 20044

NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER

ASSOCIATION, INC.
Richard A. Askoff
Lisa L. Leibow
National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
100 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981



NEW PAR

Jay L. Birnbaum
Jeffry A. Brueggeman
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom
1440 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF

PuBLIC SERVICE

Maureen O. Helmer
General Counsel
New York State Department of Public
Service
Three Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY 12223-1350

NORTH CAROLINA 4 CELLULAR LIMITED

PARTNERSHIP

Jeanne M. Walsh
Kurtis & Associates, P.c.
Suite 600
2000 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

NYNEX COMPANIES

Saul Fisher
Donald C. Rowe
NYNEX Companies
1111 Westchester Avenue
White Plains, NY 10604

OMNIPOINT CORPORATION
Mark J. Tauber
Mark J. O'Connor
Piper & Marbury, L.L.P.
Seventh Floor
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

ORGANIZATION FOR THE PROMOTION AND

ADVANCEMENT OF SMALL

TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANIES
Lisa M. Zaina
Ken Johnson
OPASTO
21 Dupont Circle, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

PACIFIC BELL, PACIFIC BELL MOBILE

SERVICES AND NEVADA BELL

Margaret E. Garber
1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

PACIFIC COMMUNICATION SCIENCES. INC.
Steven Sivitz
PCS Business Development
9645 Scranton Road
San Diego, CA 92121

PACIFIC BELL, PACIFIC BELL MOBILE

SERVICES AND NEVADA BELL

Lucille M. Mates
Jeffrey B. Thomas
Sarah Rubenstein
Room 1529
140 New Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

PAGING NETWORK, INC.
Judith S1. Ledger-Roty
Jonathan E. Canis
Paul G. Madison
Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
Suite 1100 - East Tower
1301 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AND THE PuBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Peter Arth, Jr.
Edward W. O'Neill
Mary Mack Adu
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102



PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY

ASSOCIATION

Mark J. Golden, Vice President - Industry
Affairs
Robert R. Cohen
Personal Communications Industry
Association
Suite 700
500 Montgomery Street
Alexandria, VA 22314-1561

PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY

ASSOCIATION
R. Michael Senkowski
Jeffrey S. Linder
Stephen J. Rosen
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

POINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
John Hearne
Chairman
Suite 1000
100 Wilshire Boulevard
Santa Monica, CA 90401

POKA LAMBRO TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE
Mickey Sims, General Manager and CEO
Poka Lambro Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
P. O. Box 1340
Tahoka, TX 79373-1340

PuBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

Betty D. Montgomery
Attorney General of Ohio
Duane W. Luckey
Section Chief
Steven T. Nourse
Assistant Attorney General
Public Utilities Section
180 East Broad Street
Columbus, OH 43215-3793

PuERTO RICO TELEPHONE COMPANY

Joe D. Edge
Mark F. Dever
Drinker Biddle & Reath
901 Fifteenth Street. N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

RURAL CELLULAR ASSOCIATION
Richard D. Adams, President
Rural Cellular Association
Suite 520
2120 L Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

RURAL CELLULAR CORPORATION

Richard P. Ekstrand
President
Rural Cellular Corporation
P. O. Box 1027
2819 Highway 29 S.
Alexandria, MN 56308

SBC COMMUNICATIONS INC.

James D. Ellis
Robert M. Lynch
Wayne Watts
David F. Brown
Room 1254
175 E. Houston
San Antonio, TX 78205

SHC COMMUNICATIONS INC.

Bruce Beard
Suite 100A
17330 Preston Road
Dallas, TX 75252

SHC COMMUNICATIONS INC.
Durward D. Dupre
Mary W. Marks
Darryl Howard
Room 3558
One Bell Center
St. Louis, MO 63101



SMITHVD..LE TELEPHONE COMPANY

Dwane Glancy, Treasurer
Smithville Telephone Company
1600 West Temperance Street
Ellettsville, IN 47429

SOUTHEAST TELEPHONE LIMITED

PARTNERSHIP, L ro.

Richard S. Myers
Myers Keller Communications Law Group
Suite 908
1030 15th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

SPRINT SPECTRUM AND AMERICAN

PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

Anne P. Schelle
Vice President, External Affairs
American PCS, L.P.
Suite 600
6901 Rockledge Drive
Bethesda, MD 20817

SPRINT SPECTRUM AND AMERICAN

PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

Jonathan D. Blake
Kurt A. Wiinmer
Gerard J. Waldron
John F. Duffy
Donna M. Epps
Covington & Burling
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20044

SPRINT CORPORATION

Leon M. Kestenbaum
Jay e. Keithley
H. Richard Juhnke
1850 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

SPRINT SPECTRUM AND AI\IERICAI\

PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS

Jonathan M. Chambers
Vice President of Public Affairs
Sprint Spectrum, L.P.
Suite M-1l2
1801 K Street. N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

TELECOMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS

ASSOCIATION

Charles e. Hunter
Laura e. Mow
Terry F. Berman
Hunter & Mow, P.e.
Suite 701
1620 I Street. N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP INC.

J. Manning Lee
Vice President, Regulatory Affairs
Suite 300
Two Teleport Drive
Staten Island, NY 10311

THE WESTLINK COMPANY

David M. Wilson, Esq.
Young, Vogl, Harlick, Wilson & Simpson,
L.L.P.
Suite 2500
425 California Street
San Francisco, CA 94104

THE COMPETmvE

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION

Danny E. Adams
Edward A. Yorkgitis, Jr.
Kelley, Drye & Warren
Suite 500
1200 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036


